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Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-11 is/are rejected. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Double Patenting 

1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
application claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, All F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .32 1 (c) or 1 .32 1 (d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent cither is shown to be commonly owned 
with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

2. Claims 1-11 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-14 of copending Application No. 
10/533,038; claims 1-14 of copending application 10/533,004 and claimsl-13 of copending 
application 10/533,225. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the claims overlap in scope. With regard to the copending 
application 10/533,038, the claims are drawn to the same product as claimed, but with clear 
overlapping on the properties. As to the others copending applications, they claim boards that are 
within the scope of the present application and with overlapping, if not the same, claimed 


properties. 
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This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: the units of the bulk seem 
to be inconsistent with the specification, i.e., the specification indicates, see for example page 8, 
bulk between 1 . 15-1 .3 cm 3 /g, and the claims recite the same range, but with other units, i.e. 
m 3 /kg, which has a conversion factor of 10~ 3 , (1 cm 3 /g = 10" 3 m 3 /kg). Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mohan et al, 
in either US Patent No. 6,287,424 or 6,497,790, (since both specifications are very similar, only 
the 6,287,424 would be discussed) in view of Honkalampi et al, US Patent No. .6,164,198. 
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Mohan et al, in both inventions, teach a coated multilayer board, which is heat 
calendered to improve its surface, see abstract. They teach the use of an extended nip 
calendering operation, see for example figure 9, and column 8, line 60 through column 9, 
line 27, and teach that the board can be further calendered after the paper is passed 
through the belted nip so to control caliper, column 9, line 38 through column 10, line 15. 
Mohan et al. teach also that the surface of the board is usually treated/coated at the drying 
section, i.e., sized and/or coated, before the calendering operation, see column 4, lines 21- 
36. Mohan et al. do not teach the calendering with the claimed calendering device, nor 
the properties of the board as claimed. However, Honkalampi et al. teach the same device 
as claimed, see figures and abstract, 


Honkalampi et al. also teach the advantages of using such device, i.e., enables open and 
closing of the nip during operation without the risk of destroying the jacket due to 
overheating or damaging the flexible jacket, which results in cost savings and less down 
time; also the tension of flexible jacket in an axial direction may be adjusted in axial 




n. 
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direction, reducing the wear and tear of the jacket; produces a paper web which is has 
good stiffness, etc., see column 2, lines 32-56, reproduced below for applicant's 
convenience: 

Hk L>tH viflU^ s t 5 j-KNvtff HWl^l sK svUUl J Ik 
dn\e ti in a k it a^c >rd j t i ENl si ,lu(i < i <_u iMl.^i pt i- 
„ ar j 1 1 1 li. 1 : iv. ii , en i u ' [i_ a ft in lit tsi 
4 dcsfi o i_ 1 dvkci l , K hiul >; d tmami^ the 

! \thk KS>1 \SlitM1i M -AUILiS llHiVv'.S 1- 

ime ut ih? i5u.,t!!if Ut thrumtj sukc 1 ir ku khi tills 
..iu ;itt.iiit,cnk'H ji h v th Uk l kI vyalK ■>! tlu 

t *"k_ii \4_ l N U t Ik ii (_( d *S L b, ate r\ ). 1 _d -I lb ilk 

MUhviUl ^'u*. 1 lit tA'vii'A dckvl WfH moi --. necatoeh 

dleeled bj ihi driving ol ihi ok! ksed shoe fo i, rKUhui b\ 

wear cm the jacke? surface nor by kinsiotcd forces which 

otherwise might occur in tht jacket ttsel MoreOTCi by the 

possibility of axisHv displacing one end wall, she tension of 
lf> the iicAibk jackei its an axial direction may be a Juried 
ig operatiO! j iherely 1 i„ daeii Lb vvca <l jackei 

due in local stress of the jacket ki cblcrco; directions. 
V^tiLbe<_A, PK i o^era^n (U'mJ so neu ujJ enj i\\d 

method atKt apparatus lor producing paper or paperboard, 

vvbi -» t!k v I u v ig thereof has a good mlifa* -s 

Ebainksd . th i luki vl ei pr« vides 1 ffick u b 1 

1 us k 1 ver 1 ig i s| ;et oj ll e ibei 1 1 me i 1 r th 

surface oi the web will b pkesneixed and given art overt 
5 . surface by the use of a tnedenile pressure wb!toe5 suppress - 
ic k iM i -mi vtUK >u tbt iou I k tix web 

Therefore, substituting the calendering of the primary reference, Mohan et al., with the 

calendering device taught by secondary reference, Honkalampi et al, would have been 

obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art in order to obtain the advantages discussed 

above, i.e., better paper by improved stiffness and surface properties. As to the claimed 

surface properties, the combination of references would produce a paper with the claimed 

properties or at the very least it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 

art to optimize the variables to desired range. Note that Mohan et al. teach that the 
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claimed properties are recognized result effective variables and it has been held that 
"[T]he discovery of an optimum value of a result effective variable in a known process is 
ordinarily within the skill of the art. In re Antoine, 559 F.2d 618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 
1977); In re Alter, 42 CCPA 824, 220 F.2d 454, 105 USPQ 233 (1995). 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure in the art of "Board calendering." 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jose A. Fortuna whose telephone number is 571-272-1 188. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven P. Griffin can be reached on 571-272-1 189. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Jose A Fortuna/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1791 
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